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THENATIVE AMERICAN.

REMARKS OF MR. MOORE, OF u{w prnt.
In the House of Representatives, Feb. 4, 1879—

ce from citizens of

. ¢ ‘remonstrance ]
. the Columbia against the reception
¥ of Abolition petitions, ete. -

“Mr. Spraxer: 1 to the House a re-
monstranee, signed by some several hundred citi-
‘gens of this District, against the receplion of pe-
titions froi citizens of the States, praying for the
abolition of slavery in the District of Columbia.
nt that they regard Con-

gressas the local Legislature of this District

standing in the same relation to the citizens ¢
the District that a State Legislature does to th:
citizens of a State; and that they claim the righ
to advise or instruct the Congress, as their loce
re, on all subjects relating exclusivel

«to'the local interests and municipal institutior.
of the District. And further—that they regar.
the interference of persons residing without th
limijta of the District, by petition or otherwist
as intrusive and unwarrantable; and claim the pr
ternal ‘protection of Congress against such inter
ference with their rights and interests. I cone
with' the views of the memorialists, and sha

proceed to vindieate them to the best of m

abilities. et

1 believe, Mr. Speaker, I am justified in th
declaration that since I huve hiad the honor of
seat in this body, at least one-third of our tim
has been unnecessarily wasted, or mischievous!
employed, I will not undertake to say whicl~
in debating petitions, resolutions, &e. &
touching the.abolition of slavery in the Distri

of Columbia. In other words, if I am correct i

the views which I would beg leave to submit 1

“the consideration of the House before I take m
seat, we have, for the Just four sessions of Cor

ress, consumed a larze portion of our time i

5i5cussing a subject over which the Federal Lo
gislature, in their Federal ecapacily, bave

- jurisdietion. ~ If this be so, is it not time that w
pause; nay, is it not bigh time that we so chang
our course of action on this exciting and vexs
tious subject, as to rejeet, outright, all petition
and memorials praying for the abolition of slaver
in the Distiiet of Columbia? It is well know
to the members of this House that all attempr
to suppress discussion on thissubjeet have prove
utterly abortive. And so long as we continu

to receive petitions from citizens of the Statés o1

the subject of slavery, so long will our time, s

heretofore, be occupied in agitating this ques

tion. Nay, it must be apparent to all, now,
that Abolitionism has assurned a political char-
acter, that this perplexing subject will become,
+ from year to vear, more and more embarrassing
to the Federal Legislature, unless there shall be
found sufficient firmness in a majority of its
members toshut down the gate at once upon all
petitions of an abolition character. And, sir,
permit me to say, that T am not altogether con-
. fident the American people do notatlach undue
importance to.the *‘right of petition,” when -
derstood in & broad and political sense—in that
- sense, I mean, in which it has ever been regard-
ed in England. When I hear gentirmen on
this floor deelaim with so much warmth und en-
_ergy on what they are pleasedto call the “bless-
‘ed, sacred, and inestimable right of the people
to assemble and to petiticn for redress of grievan-
ces,” I-am sometimes inclined to believe that
their zeal is not exactly according to knowledge,

", and that they have not duly considered the cha-

racter and genius of our free institutions.

It is true, and to my mind it is as strange as it
is true, that the Congress of 1759 deemed proper
to propose an amendment to the Coustitution,

-+ recognising “the right of the people peaceably
“to assemble and petition the Government for'a
- redress of grievances.” The statesmen of that
day, as well as those of the present, were too
much in the habit of looking to England, not
ouly for precedents, but for political principles
and practices. And from that source did they

"‘ derive their ideas concerning the sanctity and

importance of the right of (he people to assem-
ble and petition their Government, That the

. yight of petition has ever been held dear and

'sacred by the oppressed and down trodden sub-

_‘ : §cts of Great Britain, is not to be marvelled at.

“ their voice could onl

othing could be more natural than that a peo-

; - ple, whose political [ranchises had been wrench-
‘ed from them by the iron hand of despotic puw- -
*. -er, should esteem it a boon to be graciously per-

mitted to assemble, and meake known their
" ,avrengs, and to petition, to supplicate for redress.
It was the only avenue to the throne which
tyranny had left them; the only mode to obtain,
.or rather to solicit, redress, which the sovereign
"had vouchsafed to them. The grievances com-
rfnincd of by British subjects—I speak particu-
arly in reference to by-gone times—were mostly
- general in their effects, and political in their
" character, and originated with the Government.
- And the only genersl or political remedy, if re-
- medy it could be called, which the subjects were
permitted to apply, was to assemble and petition
® the crown relative thereto. Hence, ever asso-
ciated with the “‘right of petition'' is the ideaof
" an expression of the public sentiment, or of the
public will. But with what propriety this
identical idea has been transferred to the Ame-
rican Constitation, T confess I am at a loss to
determine.

" In England, especially in the reign of King
John, of ‘'Mugna Charta’’ memory, and of the
first three Henrys, the people loudly and earn-
estly clamored for the right of petition, hecause

reach the throne through
the medium of supplication—of petition. It wus
the-omnipotency of the prince on the one hand,
and ‘the impotency of the subject on the other.
Under such circumatances, it was not only natu-
ral but politic for the subject to address the sov-
ereign in the abjeet fanguage of supplication——
of petition. But, sir, does it become American
freemen, the sorereign eo‘:h—in whom all pow-
er resides—to appraach their representatives—
theis agents—their servants—the creatures of
their own making—with the abjeet, servile lan-
guage of petition, prayer, supplication? No,
sir, no! Thank God! it is the peculiar province,
the proud privilege of the American people, to
speak to those in power, on all suljects of gene-
ral political wmoment, in the potent and authori-
tative language of instruction—ol dictation. Ard
who will affirm thatthe right (o instruct, to dic-
tale, does not supersede the poor privilege to pe-
tition? " What, sir, shall it be deemed & privi-
kEa for the creator to supplicate the ereature?
The master to petition the servant? Why, sir,
this would be inverting the order of thin;s with
a witness. I hold that it is not befittiyy the
American people to address the langnage of
prayer—of petition—of supplication—to 1y
wer, save lo that of Ahnigrn!y power.  Whey
men pray, let them supplicate the only pow.
.r:aqferlor to their own—the God of the Uni-
ve ; '
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But, sir, it is fot o \

.cﬂ_lhilﬁl!l'!. ‘U ] e Y
?‘-*‘*r'l'w enter fully fato » o
is question. It shall pow e my objéct to
prove—admitting the rightof petition, as’ln

_intention to dw;ﬂ lung- | ve

our Government, so
tyran despotism, and so ut-
at principle wpon

mant to re _
ch itutions: ounded e right of
people 1o be represented, or, in other words,

the

do, in all its length and breadth—that the citi<
zens of the Stlti:%aﬁ' 1o right to petition Cen- |the -ﬁé'lﬂhrme'm self-government? Let
him who_would str

gress to abolish slavery in the District of Co-
lumbia. Let no man charge me witha desire
tostrangle the fiht of petition in order o make
oul my ‘case.
the charge. 1 am the fast man that would at-
tempt, by word or deed, directly orindm-etl_y. to
embarrass or sbridge the legitimate exercise of
any valuable right.  Nor, sir, would I bring any
important privilege into disrepute or contempt
by the abuse of it. Aud T contend thatit is as
much an abuse of this privilege for the eitizens
of the States, and especially the non-slavehold-
ing States, to_petition the American Congress to
abolish slavery in the District of Columbia, as it
would be for such citizens to petition the Par-
liament of Great Britain, or the French Chamber
of Deputies, for a like purpese, or as it would
be for the citizens of Maine to petition the Le-
gislature of Virginia 1o abolish slavery within
the limits of that State. No man, in the pos
session of his wits, having the least acquaintanec
with the character of our Government, will as-
sert that it wonld be adenial of the right of pe-
tition for the Legis'ature of Virginiato reject p -
titions from the “citizens of the State of Maine,
praving for the abolition of slavery. - Aund if it
would not be a denial of the right of petition
in this c. se, how can it be s denial of that right
for the Legislature of this District to reject peti-
tions of like import from citizens of the States?
Would it not be equally proper for the citizons

1 hold that I am not obnoxions to [of

at the rights of a ¢om-
munity remember that the blow would be equal-
1y dange ) Tib: rty, as ilaimed at the rights
J'ghall be told, of course, that
by the 16th artiele of the £th section of the Con
stitution of the United States, €ongress hav
‘exclusive jurisdietion over the ten miles square.
Well, sir, how are we to understand this exclu
sive legislative power? Why, sir, in the fir
place, it was evidently the intention of the fre
mers of the Constitution to exclude from th
territory embracing the seat of the Federal Le
gislature the jurisdiction of the States whice
should cede such territory, as well as all othe.
State authority.  And, in the second place, th
Congress, a8 the local Legislature of such Dis-
trict, should assume the jurisdiction and exercis
the legislative powers surrendered up by th
States which made the ““cission;”” and Congress
in pursuance of this right of ‘exciusive jurisdic
tion," excreise thesame legislative functions ove
the District of Columbia, when acting in the
loeal eapacity, that the State Legislatures d
over the States. When Congress, therefore,
act in pursuance of their exclosive legislativ
power over the ‘ten miles square,’ they abando
| their natiod@ functions, and assume the function:
of aloecal or State Legislature; and all the law
passed by Congréss, when acting in this luce.
capacity, are limited in their operation to th
territory comprising the ‘ten miles square,’ jus:

of the District 'of Colambia to petition the Le-
gislature of Massachusetls to pass laws for the
relief and melioration of the coundition of the la-

State, as for the citizens of Massuchusetls to pe-
tition Congress to abolish slavery in the District
of Columbia? I a rejeetion of petitions would
not be u denial of the right of petition in the one
case, how could it be so in the othver? For ]
contend, and shull show most conclusively, that
the citizeus of the District of Columbia -have the
same right to inteclere in the wternal police of
Mussachusetts, that the eitizens of Massachu-
setts have to interfere in the internal police of
the District of Columnbia, :

It will be perceived by the House, from what
I have stated, that I regard Congress as the lo-
eal Legislature of this District; standing in the
same relation, in one respect, to the citizens of
the District, as do the State Legislatures to the
citizens of the States. Eutertaining this opinjon,
then, I contend that the rejection by Congress
ot pelitions, coming from citizens of any of th

Stales, praying for the abolition of slavery in the
District of Columbia, is no more a denial of the
right of petition than it woeuld be for the Legis

fature of Marvland or of Aikinsas 1o reject pe-
titions coming fromeitizens of Vermontor Rhode
Island, prayiug for the abolition of slavery. It
will be conceded by all—at least by.all profess-
ing the Demoeratic faith—that ‘“‘every free citi-
zem must be represented;’ and that the power of
the representative is derived from the will of the
represented.  This elementsry principle of the
American Constitution forms the basis of all le-
gislation. This being so, it follows, that the
tree eitizens of this District “must be represent-
ei.”  Previous to the cession of the “ten miles
square,’’ by the States of Mavyland and Virgin-

ia, the citizens of these States residing within

the present limits of this Distriet were represent-
el by the respective Legislatures of those States.

Aud as neither Virginia nor Maryland had the

power so far to disfranehise their citizens as to

deprive them of ““the right to be represented,"

that right, of course, remains unimpaired. The

States making the “cession’ could delegate ne

power to Congress which they themselves did

not possess; consequently, Congress can exercise

no power by virtne of the “acts of cession.”

which it would net have been competent for

those States to have exercised. The citizens of

the District of Columbia, therefore, like all other

free citizens, are entitled to be represented. And

as they are notrepresented by the States which
made the “‘cession,” they must, necessarily, be

represented by Congress, to whom the '‘cession”
was made. But what must be regarded as de-
cisive on this point, is the-fact that Congress
may tax the citizens of the District of Columbia,
justosa State Legislature may tax the citizens
of a Siate.  Sir, the character and genius of our
free Government preclude, repudiate, and abhor
the idea of tazation without representation. Sir,
the Congress of the United States are the rep-
resentatives of the citizens of the District of Co-
lumbia. Congress as a legislative body, exer-
cise_two species of legislative power over this
District, the one Federal, the other municipal.
The first, limited as to its objects, but co-exten-
sive with the Union. The lust, unlimited as
{o Mhjects, but inoperative beyond the territorial
limits of this District ~ The relation in which
Congress stands to the citizens of the District,
therefore, is twofold. First, as the represeata-

tives of the whole Union; and second, as the Jo-
cal Legislature of the District.  In the latter ca-

pacity, Congress stand precisely in the game re-
lution to the citizens of the District as the-State

Legislatures do to the citieens of the States; and.

consequently, are as .much bound, in all their

acts affecting merely this District, to obey the
will of the prople residing withio the limits of

the District, as are State Legislatures to obey

the will of the citizens of the States.  Without

the consent of the people of the Distfiet, there-

fore, Congress have no right to abolish slavery

within its limits,  Congress, ss the Federal Le.

gislature, scting in their federative capacity, have
no more right to abolish slavery in the District

of Columbia than they have to abolish slavery in

the State of South Carolina, If Congress ossess
the power at all. they can only exereise it as the

local Legislatore of the Distriet, and in pursu-

ance of the will of the citizens residing within

the limits of the District.  To affirm the contra-

ry, to assert that the munieipal institutions, the

domestic or loeal rights and intercsts of the eiti-

zens of the Distriet of Columbia are subject to

the arbitrary will and control of the eitizens of
retnote, distinet and independent States or com-
munities, or, which ig in effect the same, of
Congress, is to assert that the people of the Dis-

trict do not possess the right of self government,

and that the power of Congress over them aud
theirs is plenary and absolute.  Who will avow
this openly? Who will day, in direct terms,

ithat Congress, or the citizens of remote States,

through their immediate Representatives in Con-

nress, may rightfully and constitutionally inter-

fere with and control the swhole internal police

of the District, in defiance of the wishes and

regardless of the remonstrances of its citizens?

Who, T ask, will openly confess himself the ad.

borers employed in the manufactories of that)

as the laws enncted by a State Legislature mr
inoperative beyond the limits of such State, 11
other words, laws passed by Congress in thei
local legislative capaceity, are no more obligator,
beyond the boumfn of this District, than as
laws passed by the Legistature of Muryland, fi
example, binding beyond the limits of Mary
land. Tu this opinionI am fully sustained by
decision of the Supreme Court of the Unite
States,  The Court decided that the tickets in
lottery authorizvd by a law of Congress withi
the District of Columbia, could not be vended i
the State of Virginia, in contravention of th
laws of that State,  (Cohens versus Virginia.)
The general or national powers which Con
gress exercise orer, and which are binding upor
the States, were delegated by the States: and th
powers of ‘exciusive legislation,” which Congre:
exercise over the Distriet of Columbia, an
which are effective only within the District
were derived from the States of Maryland an |
Virginia, by virtue of certain aets in which the,
ceded to Congress this District.  Had Congres
been invested with no other power than that «
exclusive legislation over the ‘ten miles square,
could there be any question with regard to th
extent of their power?  Or would it have bee
alleged in that case that all laws passed by Cor
gress were essentially national in their charae
ter, ayd operative sitliout, as well as within, th
limits of the Distriet? T presume not, sir; be
cause the power of exclusive legislation whicl
Congress exercise over the District of Columbi
can be of no greater extent than if sueh powe
had been the only one conferred. Congress can
not exercise exclysive legislative power over th
tates, becavse of the reservation of power t
the States, or to the people thereof, Even ove
the ‘ten milessquare’ the power of Congress i
limited by the acte of cession.  With what pro
priety, then, can it be contended that because ;
law is passed by Congress, it is, therefore, a lat
of the United States, and of universal obligation?
o, sir; whenever Congress legislate in virtoe
of their local and exclusive jurisdiction over
the District of Columbia, they act us a local o
municipal Legislature, and the acts passed by
them, in that capacity, are limited in their ope-
ration to the tertitory of the District. A law
of Congress, to have the effeet of a law of the
United Statex, must bé passed in execution o,
some of the I"¢diral powers, or, in other words,
in pursuance of delegated power.  But all laws
of Congress passed in virtue of the powerto ex
ercise exclusive legislation over the District o
Columbia, are local or municipal in their charae-
ter, and cannot operate extra-territorially, or be-
yond the limits of the District. True, there are
certain laws passed by Congress which have a
local reference to 'this District, and which pro-
ceed from the delegated powers with which
Congress are invested.  Acts appropriating mo-
neys for the erection of public buildings, &c.,
are of this deseripton. These acts, althouah
local in' their immediate operation, have refer-
ence to national objects, are passed in virtue o
the general legislative powers, and are general or
national in their character. '
Congress can exercise no power by virtue ol
the 16th article of the Bth section of the Consti-
tution over the District of Columbia, that it
would not have been competent for Maryland
and Virginia to have exerciced prior to making
the cession. The ‘exclusive powers of legisla-
tion,” therefore, possessed by Congress over the
'ten miles square,” are of the kind which were
never delegated to the General Government, but
reserved to the States.  To say that the power
of exclusive legislation conferred upon Congress
by the 16th article of the 8th section of the Con-
stitstion, embraced any of the general powers
contained in any of the fifteen preceding articles
of the Bth section, would be to charge the fra-
mers of the Corstitution with granting a repeti-
tion of powers hy distinet articles. This is no
to be presumed.  Neither is it to be presumed
that the framers of the Constitution conferred
upon Congress Federal powers concurrent with
existing State powers.  No, sir; the framers o
the American Constitution, as wise and patriotic
wmen, conterred no powers upon Congress tha
were caleulated to beget strile and contention,
and instead of promoting, mar the harmony
which ever ouglht to subsist between the Nution-
il and State Governments.  And equally wise
and eautious were they in combining the Fede-
ral and local o1 State powers in such manner as
that Congress, in discharging the double fumnc-
tions of a Federal and State Legislature, should
not confound, nor produce a collision hetween
these powers or funetions.  Thus Congress, I re-
peat, as the Genernl or Federal Legislature, ex-
ervise the gencral powers dulegated by (he
States; and as a local or State Legwslature, exer-
cise, from time to time, the reserved and undele-
gated powers pertaining fo the Btates.  In the
former capacity, Congress way declare war, or
make peace, ‘eoin money and regulate the value
thereol,” &e,, but cannot legislate with regard
to the leeal wauts aud interesis of this District.
Butin the latter eapacity Congress’ mny incor-
porate companies, build bridges open streets; in
v word, supply the wants and meet the exipen-
cies of the District, precicely in the sdine man-

principles so alien to the

l‘w may do wiihlrepg:!‘

ner that t_&ate Legisla
to u Stute.  Aud the laws ginnsed by Co

this State or logal capacity, are peeusian
ited in their operation to the Dii__lr-iciq!
bia, precisely asa State law is coifined injis o
eration to the State limits, 11 the laws passed
by Congress in-thewr local legisialive capacity
had the effeet of United States laws, the bauks
of this District would be United States banks.
and the insurance companies United Statesinsu-
raigce compinies.

* ‘I'he District of Calumbia is, in #il respects,
whether as. a sovereignty or as a eommunity, 28
much independent of the Federsl Legislature,
when seting in theic Federal eapacity, a8 'are
Georgia and North Carolina, or as those States
are of each other, ‘The Federal Legislature,

the subject of slavery within the limits of this
Distriet, than they do over that subject within the
limits of those States. Consequently, Congress
are no more bound to receive petitions from the
citizens of the States praying for the abolition of
stavery in the District of Columbia, than the Le-
gislature of a sovereign and independent State
would be bound to receive petitions from the
citizens of another rovereign and independent
State; or, than the Legislature of a State would
he hound to receive petitions from the citizens of
the Distriet of Columbia, touching the domestie
interests and internal police of such State. Hence

petition;
petition, but as to the destination or direction
which petitions should take. Admiiting that the
citizens of a State have a right to petition their
Legislature, touching any subjeet of grievance,
over which the Legislnture may have jurisdiction,
and that the citizens of the United States have
also a right to petion the Federal Legislature on
all subjects of Federal character, does it follow,
therefore, that the citizens of one State have a
right to petition the Legislature of another State,
concerning its domestie institutions and internal
police? 5r, that citizens of the United States
have a right to petition the Federal Legislature
on a subject that is not Federal, but strielly local
in its character, and with whieh the petitioners
have no right to intermeddle? Certainly not.
And as the citizens of Vermont or Connecticut,
for example, have no mare right to interfere with
the domestic institutions of the District of Colum-
bia than they have with the domestic institntions
of the State of Maryland or of Virginia, which is
just none at all, they might, with the same pro-
priety, petition the Legislatures of those States to
abolish slavery within their limits, as to petition
the local Legislature of this District to abolish
slavery within ifs limits. And as it would not,
and eould not, be eonsidered a denial of the right
of petition on the part of the Legislature of either
of those States to reject such petitions, so neither:
could it be regarded as a denial of such right for
Congress, the local Legislature of the District of’
Columbia, (and it has been already shown that it
is only in this local capacity that Congress can
have jurisdiction over the subject at all,) to re-
ject similar petitions from citizens of those or
any other States. It matiers not, therefore, wheth-
er Congress have the power 1o abolish slavery
within the Distriet of Columhia or not, as Con-
gress is not hound, in either case, to rgceive peti-
tions from the citizens of the States (ouching the
subject ol slavery within thix Districl—such eifi-
zens havingno right to tnterfern with this, o any
other subject of interas! police withis the Distret

What, sir—could it he soourded as o bood 1 afiie
legitimate exercise of v vieht 0 ji n
the part of Congress. (o reject petivious fram oti-

zens of the States praying Congress to narrow or
widen the strects in this city, or in the eity of
Georgetown, or of Alexandria, or t» repeal the
charters of the incorporated companies within
this District, or otherwise to change, alter, or in
any way to aflect the municipal institutions or in-
ternal police of the Distriet? No man, I appre-
hend, will so allege. And why not? Forthe
reason, sir, that the petitioners would have no
right or authority to intermeddle with the local
rights and interests of an independent community
—a community as ibsolutely independent of the
petitioners, in all the respects just mentioned, as
are the municipalities of France? And as the in-
stitution of slavery in the District of Columbia,
as well s in the slave States, is, in all respects,
and to all intents and purposes, local in its cha-
racter, Congress are no more bound to entertain
petitions from citizens of the States, asking for its
abolition, than’if such petitions 1elated 1o the mu-
nicipal institutions of a foreign country. If Con-
gress would not be hound to receive petitions jn
the one case, they would not in the ather; and,
consequently, if it would not be a denial of the
right of petition to reject, in the one case, it
would not be so in the other. 1 repeat, then,
that whether Congress have the power Lo abolish
slavery within the District of Columbia, or not,
it eannot be regarded as a denial of the right of
petition for Congress to reject petitions from eiti-
zens of the States, praying for the exercise of
such right, no more than it wonld be for them to
rejeet petitions from the subjects of a forcign pow
er, asking for similar action. Were the institu-
tion of slavery, in the District of Columbia, gen-
eral and national in its character, instead of being,
as it is, strietly and essentially loeal and munici-
pal, then would the citizens of the States, I grant,
be authorized to petition the National Legisla-
tare coneerning it; and the Nauonal Legis]atuge,
recognising the right of petition, would be bound
to receive such petitions, if conched in respeetful
Hlanguage. But nnder our existing form of Go-
vernment, and nuder existing cirenmstances; Con-
gress are not bound, and in truth have no legiti-
mate right, 1o entertain petitions from individuals
residing without the limits of this District, touch-
ing the abolition of slavery, or any other subject
of a local and municipal character, affecting,
merely, the citizens residing within the District.
Such being my views, then, I can but regard
those petitioners—residents of the States—pray-
ing Congress to abolish slavery in the District of
Columbia, as guilty of an impertinent and unwar-
rantable interference with the rights, privileges,
and interests of a [ree and independent communi-
ty.- And so long, sir, as I entertain my present
opinions, I shall feel constrained to reprobate any
action on the part of Congress which may be
caleulated to give: countenance and encourage-
ment to such mischievous and audacious interfer-||
ence. Bir, by receiving these petitions, we tacit-
ly yield our assent to acts of aggression on the
rights of those whom it is our
province to defend and proteet.
Let Congress prompily eejeer 4!l petitions, em-
anating from eitizens of the S '
the abolition af slaveyy the
bia, andk this o)
will ha epoe 1)

peeuliar duty and |4
]

doaf €

be deprived of _
of law; and that private property sha.\l‘nw he.
nat

therefore, as such, possess no more pawer over]

the popular fallacy with regard to the right, of
The questien is not as to the right of

cy of the abolition movement.
knowledged by all, that,
of the Federal Government, the States were, in
all respects, and to all intents and purposes, sov-
ereign and independent
such, no one State, of conirse, could interferewith
the rights or internal police of another State.
without a violation of international law, - An at-
tempt, therefore, con the
for instance, to apeli:

gia as an aggression upon Loy national r
assault upon her State goveceignty, and a8 a vir-

i be equally true now.
nraving for/ part of

and potency, and whence itis fulminated

WY,

gfn{u. sir, Congress have no coustitatiunsl
to abolish elavery in the Distries of €o-
s without the consent of the slave ewners.

Th'q;'ﬁn.ilﬂitulim: declares that “no persem shell

ken for public use without compengation.”™ An
: r 4 : ‘the Ceonwitu-

tion more explicit or more‘emphatic, by anyvcom-
'ments of mine, could but be regarded as a v

tion upon'the intelligence of this House. 1 €om-
gress cannot constitutionally take private progen-
ty, except it be for public use, and only then
making compensation to the owners thereof, and

this is the only true and legitimate epnsiruetion,.

what authority ean they wrest from citizens of
is Distriet their private property? Such aets un-
questionably would be without the shadow of con-
stitutional warrant. The advocates of Abolition-
ism, therefure, in order 10 surmount thisconstilu-
tional impediment to their schemes, must show,
in the first place, that the citizens of the District
of Columbia constitute no part of the citizens of
the United States; and, in-the second place; that
slave, properly ia not privaie. property. When-
ever they shall successlully do this, T will admit
that the American Constitution affords no guaran-
tee against the violation of the rights of property,
and that Congress may, constitutionally, abolish
slavery in the District of Columbia, without the
consent of the slave owners; but not:till then.

If the citizens of this District may have one
speeies of Fmpeny wrested from them by the
high hand of power, what security have they that
their property of whatsoever kind will not share
a similar fate?  But, sir, this supposition eannot
be tolerated for a moment. ‘The doetrine strikes
at the very root of all free government,-and is, to
all intents and purposes, subversive of the. social
compact. In the language of the Supreme Court,
“Thereare acts which .the Federal or State Le-
gislatures cannot do, without exceeding their au-
thority. There are certain vital principles in our
free Republican Government, which "will deter-
mine and overrule an apparent and flagrant abuse
of legislative power; #8 to suthorize manifest in-
justice by positive law, or to take away that se-
curity for personal liberty or private property,
for the protection whereof the Government was
established. An act of the Legislature, contrary
to the great first principles of the social compact,
cannot be considered u righiful exercise of tegis-
lative authovity. 'The obligation of alaw, in go-
vernments established on express compaet, and
on Republican principles, must be determined b
the nature of the power on' which it is founded.
A few instances will stiffice to explain. A law
that punished 2 citizen for an innocent action, or
that was in violation of an existing law; alaw that
destroys or impairs the obligation of the lawful
private contracts of citizens; a law that makes a
man a judgein his own case; or a law that takes
property from A. and gives it to B. It is against

b
th

all reason and justice fora people to entrust a Le-

gislature with such powers, and therefore it can-
not be presumed that thev have done it. The
Legislature may enjoin or permit, forbid or pun-
ish; they may declare new crimes, and establish
rules of conduct for future cases; but they cannot
chiange innocence into guilt, or punish inuocence
as a crime, or violate the rights of an antecedent
law ful private contract, or‘the rights of private
property. - 'I'o maintain that our Federal or State
Legislalures possess such powers, even.if they
had not heen expressly restrained, would be

a po-
on | fitieal heresy, altogether inadmissible in our f‘ce

Hepublican Government.”” 'The prineiples here
affirmed by the Supreme Court :are unquestiona-
hly sound, and they apply as well to the citizens
of this Distriet, as to those of the States. Con-
gress, therefore, can do no act affecting the 1ighta
of property in the District, that they are prohibi-

ted to do in the States. With what propriety,

then, can it be contended that Congress are bound

to receive petitions on a subjeet upon which they

have no constitutional right to act? Suppose in-

dividuals should petition Congress to pass a “law

respecting an establishment of religion, or prohi-

biting the free exercise thereof,” or, 1o ““abridge
the freedom of speech, or of the press,” would

it. or could it be regarded as a denial of the right

of petition for Congress 10 reject such petitions?

No sane man will so aver; because the petitioners
would, in effect, requive Congress to violate the
Constitution. And would it not be equally a
violation of the Constitution for Congress to pass
an act depriving individuals of their property
without *‘due process of law?"” or to take “pri-
vate property’” without “just compensation?’
Most unquestionably it would. Let us consider,
then, for a moment, the nature of the demand
made upon us by the Abolitionists. And let us
see whether that demand be in accordance with
their sturdy pretensions to  piety and patriotism
or not. They petition, besiege, and ‘implore us
to do what? Why, sir, to repudiate the prin-
ciples of the Federal compact—to violate the na-
tional faith—to violate the rights of private pro-
pertv—to trample upon the: Constitution which
we have sworn to suppori, and consequently to
pollute and blacken our souls with the terific
crime of perfury! Yes, Sir, all this do the Abo-
litionists requjre at our hands, when they ask us
to abolish slavery—‘‘as a great moral evil’'—
in the District of Columbia. i
But this is not all, The Abolitionists design
to effect the abolition of slavery in the Btates, al-
s0; and it is worse than idle—it is dishonest and
insolently hypoeritical in  them to pretend that
their schemas and efforts are limited to the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Territories. Every bo-
dy knows, and ‘many of the: Abolitionists them-
scives confess that such i not the fact. It is as
much their intention to accomplish the abolition
of slavery in the States, as in the Territories, or
in this District.  Such being the case, theny let
us examine, for a moment, the nature and tenden-
It will be ac-
prior 1o the organization

States or nations, and, as

part of Massachusetts,
slayery in Georgia, would
ave been truly and proper!y regarded by Geor-
18, an o

tial denial of her independency as a State or na-
ion.  What would have heen (rue then, would
Any interference on ‘the
nssachusetts with the subject of nlq?ery

letime iy Georgrin, ts as clearly wrong—as much an in-
' S vl feaerion of international Jaw—since the formation

£ ihe Federal Government, as it would have been

sir, hn\;:- Iy R St that avent.  The States, under the Con-

I"Il’,'d.‘;- .! . witien, e as essentially and g4 abselutely
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